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similar organizations in different
locations to address the same or similar
problem?

C. Program Management

Awards of FY’00 funds will be
managed through the EPA Regional
Offices.

D. Contacts

A generic request for proposal may be
available on EPA’s PESP web site on or
before March 22, 2000, at http://
www.epa.gov/oppbppd1/PESP/
grants.htm. Interested applicants must
also contact the appropriate EPA
Regional PESP coordinator listed under
Unit V of this document to obtain
specific instructions, regional criteria,
and guidance for submitting proposals.

V. Regional Pesticide Environmental
Stewardship Program Contacts

Region I: (Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, Vermont), Robert Koethe, (CPT),
1 Congress St., Boston, MA 02203,
Telephone: (617) 918–1535,
koethe.robert@epa.gov.

Region II: (New Jersey, New York,
Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands), Audrey
Moore, (MS–500), 2890 Woodbridge
Ave., Edison, NJ 08837, Telephone:
(732) 906–6809, moore.audrey@epa.gov.

Region III: (Delaware, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia,
District of Columbia), Racine Davis,
(3WC32), 1650 Arch St., Philadelphia,
PA 19103, Telephone: (215) 814–5797,
davis.racine@epa.gov.

Region IV: (Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee), Lora Lee
Schroeder, 12th Floor, Atlanta Federal
Center, 61 Forsyth St., SW., Atlanta, GA
30303–3104, Telephone: (404) 562–
9015, schroeder.lora@epa.gov.

Region V: (Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin), David
Macarus, (DT–8J), 77 West Jackson
Blvd., Chicago, IL 60604, Telephone:
(312) 353–5814,
macarus.david@epa.gov.

Region VI: (Arkansas, Louisiana, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas), Jerry
Collins, (6PD–P), 1445 Ross Ave., Suite
1200, Dallas, TX 75202, Telephone:
(214) 665–7562, collins.jerry@epa.gov.

Region VII: (Iowa, Kansas, Missouri,
Nebraska), Jamie Green, 901 N. 5th St.,
Kansas City, KS 66101, Telephone: (913)
551–7139, green.jamie@epa.gov.

Region VIII: (Colorado, Montana,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah,
Wyoming), Debbie Kovacs, (8P2–TX),
999 18th St., Suite 500, Denver, CO
80202–2466, Telephone: (303) 312–
6417, kovacs.debbie@epa.gov.

Region IX: (Arizona, California,
Hawaii, Nevada, American Samoa,
Guam), Roccena Lawatch, (CMD4–3), 75
Hawthorne St., San Francisco, CA
94105, Telephone: (415) 744–1068,
lawatch.roccena@epa.gov.

Region X: (Alaska, Idaho, Oregon,
Washington), Karl Arne, Sandy Halstead
(ECO–084), 1200 Sixth Ave., Seattle,
WA 98101, Telephone: (206) 553–2576,
arne.karl@epa.gov
halstead.sandra@epa.gov.

List of Subjects
Environmental protection.
Dated: March 16, 2000.

Phillip Hutton,
Acting Director, Biopesticides and Pollution
Prevention Division, Office of Pesticide
Programs.
[FR Doc. 00–7127 Filed 3–21–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–F

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[FRL–6563–7]

Availability of ‘‘Award of Grants for the
Special Projects and Programs
Authorized by this Agency’s FY 2000
Appropriations Act’’

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of document availability.

SUMMARY: EPA is announcing
availability of a memorandum entitled
‘‘Award of Grants for the Special
Projects and Programs Authorized by
this Agency’s FY 2000 Appropriations
Act.’’ This memorandum, dated March
14, 2000, provides information and
guidelines on how EPA will award and
administer grants for the special projects
and programs identified in the State and
Tribal Assistance Grants (STAG)
account of the Agency’s fiscal year (FY)
2000 Appropriations Act (Public Law
106–74). The STAG account provides
budget authority for funding 200
identified water, wastewater and
groundwater infrastructure projects, as
well as budget authority for funding the
United States-Mexico Border program
and the Alaska Rural and Native
Villages program. Each grant recipient
will receive a copy of this document
from EPA.
ADDRESSES: See SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION section for electronic
access of the guidance memorandum.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Valerie G. Martin, (202) 260-7259 or
martin.valerie@epamail.epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
subject memorandum may be viewed

and downloaded from EPA’s homepage,
http://www.epa.gov/owm/mab/
owm0315.pdf.

Dated: March 16, 2000.
Michael B. Cook,
Director, Office of Wastewater Management.
[FR Doc. 00–7124 Filed 3–21–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[OPP–00593A; FRL–6484–5]

Pesticides; Policy Issues Related to
the Food Quality Protection Act

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of availability.

SUMMARY: EPA is announcing the
availability of the revised version of the
pesticide science policy document
entitled ‘‘Choosing a Percentile of Acute
Dietary Exposure as a Threshold of
Regulatory Concern.’’ This notice is the
fifteenth in a series concerning science
policy documents related to Food
Quality Protection Act and developed
through the Tolerance Reassessment
Advisory Committee.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathleen Martin, Environmental
Protection Agency (7509C), 401 M St.,
SW., Washington, DC 20460; telephone
number: (703) 308–2857; fax number:
(703) 305–5147; e-mail address:
martin.kathleen@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. General Information

A. Does this Action Apply to Me?
You may be potentially affected by

this action if you manufacture or
formulate pesticides. Potentially
affected categories and entities may
include, but are not limited to:

Categories NAICS

Examples
of poten-
tially af-

fected enti-
ties

Pesticide
pro-
ducers

32532 Pesticide
manufac-
turers

Pesticide
formula-
tors

This listing is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
affected by this action. Other types of
entities not listed could also be affected.
The North American Industrial
Classification System (NAICS) codes
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have been provided to assist you and
others in determining whether or not
this action affects certain entities. If you
have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a
particular entity, consult the person
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT.

B. How Can I Get Additional
Information, Including Copies of This
Document or Other Related Documents?

1. Electronically. You may obtain
electronic copies of this document, the
revised science policy document, and
certain other related documents that
might be available from the Office of
Pesticide Programs’ Home Page at http:/
/www.epa.gov/pesticides/. On the
Office of Pesticide Programs’ Home Page
select ‘‘FQPA’’ and then look up the
entry for this document under ‘‘Science
Policies.’’ You can also go directly to the
listings at the EPA Home page at http:/
/www.epa.gov. On the Home Page select
‘‘Laws and Regulations’’ and then look
up the entry to this document under
‘‘Federal Register--Environmental
Documents.’’ You can go directly to the
Federal Register listings at http://
www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/. The document
entitled ‘‘Responses to Public
Comments on the Office of Pesticide
Program’s Draft Science Policy
Document’’ is available on EPA’s Home
Page with the Federal Register
document at the above web site.

2. Fax on demand. You may request
a faxed copy of the revised science
policy document, as well as supporting
information, by using a faxphone to call
(202) 401–0527. Select item 6046 for the
document entitled ‘‘Choosing a
Percentile of Acute Dietary Exposure as
a Threshold of Regulatory Concern.’’
You may also follow the automated
menu.

3. In person. The Agency has
established an official record for this
action under docket control number
OPP–00593A. In addition, the
documents referenced in the framework
notice, which published in the Federal
Register on October 29, 1998 (63 FR
58038) (FRL–6041–5) have also been
inserted in the docket under docket
control number OPP–00557. The official
record consists of the documents
specifically referenced in this action,
and other information related to this
action, including any information
claimed as Confidential Business
Information (CBI). This official record
includes the documents that are
physically located in the docket, as well
as the documents that are referenced in
those documents. The public version of
the official record does not include any
information claimed as CBI. The public

version of the official record, which
includes printed, paper versions of any
electronic comments submitted during
an applicable comment period is
available for inspection in the Public
Information and Records Integrity
Branch (PIRIB), Rm. 119, Crystal Mall
#2, 1921 Jefferson Davis Highway,
Arlington, VA, from 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The PIRIB telephone number
is (703) 305–5805.

II. Background for the Tolerance
Reassessment Advisory Committee
(TRAC)

On August 3, 1996, the Food Quality
Protection Act of 1996 (FQPA) was
signed into law. Effective upon
signature, the FQPA significantly
amended the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)
and the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (FFDCA). Among other
changes, FQPA established a stringent
health-based standard (‘‘a reasonable
certainty of no harm’’) for pesticide
residues in foods to assure protection
from unacceptable pesticide exposure;
provided heightened health protections
for infants and children from pesticide
risks; required expedited review of new,
safer pesticides; created incentives for
the development and maintenance of
effective crop protection tools for
farmers; required reassessment of
existing tolerances over a 10-year
period; and required periodic re-
evaluation of pesticide registrations and
tolerances to ensure that scientific data
supporting pesticide registrations will
remain up-to-date in the future.

Subsequently, the Agency established
the Food Safety Advisory Committee
(FSAC) as a subcommittee of the
National Advisory Council for
Environmental Policy and Technology
(NACEPT) to assist in soliciting input
from stakeholders and to provide input
to EPA on some of the broad policy
choices facing the Agency and on
strategic direction for the Office of
Pesticide Programs. The Agency has
used the interim approaches developed
through discussions with FSAC to make
regulatory decisions that met FQPA’s
standard, but that could be revisited if
additional information became available
or as the science evolved. As EPA’s
approach to implementing the scientific
provisions of FQPA has evolved, the
Agency has sought independent review
and public participation, often through
presentation of many of the science
policy issues to the FIFRA Scientific
Advisory Panel (SAP), a group of
independent, outside experts who
provide peer review and scientific

advice to the Office of Pesticide
Programs (OPP).

In addition, as directed by Vice
President Albert Gore, EPA has been
working with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) and another
subcommittee of NACEPT, the TRAC,
chaired by the EPA Deputy
Administrator and the USDA Deputy
Secretary, to address FQPA issues and
implementation. TRAC comprises more
than 50 representatives of affected user,
producer, consumer, public health,
environmental, states and other
interested groups. The TRAC has met
seven times as a full committee from
May 27, 1998 through October 21, 1999.

The Agency has been working with
the TRAC to ensure that its science
policies, risk assessments of individual
pesticides, and process for decision
making are transparent and open to
public participation. An important
product of these consultations with
TRAC is the development of a
framework for addressing key science
policy issues. The Agency decided that
the FQPA implementation process and
related policies would benefit from
initiating notice and comment on the
major science policy issues.

The TRAC identified nine science
policy issue areas it believes were key
to implementation of FQPA and
tolerance reassessment. The framework
calls for EPA to provide one or more
documents for comment on each of the
nine issues by announcing their
availability in the Federal Register. In
accordance with the framework
described in a separate notice published
in the Federal Register of October 29,
1998 (63 FR 58038), EPA is announcing
through the Federal Register the
availability of a series of draft
documents concerning nine science
policy issues identified by the TRAC
related to the implementation of FQPA.
After receiving and reviewing comments
from the public and others, EPA is also
issuing revised science policy
documents which reflect changes made
in response to comments. In addition to
comments received in response to these
Federal Register notices, EPA will
consider comments received during the
TRAC meetings. Each of these issues is
evolving and in a different stage of
refinement. Accordingly, as the issues
are further refined by EPA in
consultation with USDA and others,
they may also be presented to the SAP.

III. Summary of Revised Science Policy
Guidance Document

EPA is responsible for regulating the
nature and amount of pesticide residues
in food under FFDCA. FFDCA section
408 authorizes EPA to set a tolerance or
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an exemption from the requirement of a
tolerance if the Agency determines that
the residues would be ‘‘safe.’’ The
Agency performs various types of risk
assessments to evaluate the safety of
pesticides in food, including analyses to
determine the nature and the amounts
of pesticides that people might be
exposed to over a single day. This
science policy document discusses how
EPA generally applies the statutory
safety standard to acute dietary risk
assessments as to pesticide residues in
foods.

The Environmental Protection
Agency’s Office of Pesticide Programs
previously announced that, on an
interim basis, it intended to use the
99.9th percentile of the distribution of
estimated acute dietary food exposures
for calculating a threshold of concern
when probabilistic assessment
techniques are used to model the
distribution. OPP stated that it would
compare this percentile of estimated
exposure to the Population Adjusted
Dose (PAD), a value that reflects an
amount of a pesticide to which a person
may safely be exposed in one day. The
Agency published a notice in the
Federal Register on April 7, 1999 (64 FR
16962) (FRL–6074–7), citing the
availability of an interim policy and
requested public comment so that the
views of all interested parties would be
considered (US EPA, 1999a).

Based in part on the comments
received, this science policy document
was revised and is now being issued in
its revised format. This revised
document explains OPP’s policy and
details some of the various concerns
that have been raised, additional
associated public health-related issues,
as well as OPP’s plans for further
evaluation and implementation. This
policy has broad applicability to many
pesticides and a potentially significant
impact on the assessment of these
pesticides.

OPP’s current approach with respect
to assessing and regulating the food uses
of pesticides, when using a probabilistic
method of estimating acute dietary
exposure, is as follows:

If the 99.9th percentile of acute
exposure from food, as estimated by
probabilistic (e.g., Monte Carlo)
analysis, is equal to or less than the
acute Population Adjusted Dose (aPAD)
for the pesticide, then OPP would
generally consider its threshold of
concern in applying that the safety
standard of FFDCA section 408(B)(2)(A)
not to be exceeded with respect to acute
risk from food. However, if the analysis
indicates that estimated exposure at the
99.9th percentile exceeds the PAD, OPP
would generally conduct a sensitivity

analysis to determine to what extent the
estimated exposures at the high-end
percentiles may be affected by
unusually high food consumption or
residue values. To the extent that one or
a few values from the input data sets
seem to ‘‘drive’’ the exposure estimates
at the high end of exposure, OPP would
consider whether these values are
representative and should be used as the
primary basis for regulatory decision
making. In either scenario, EPA would
consider submissions by interested
parties that question the
appropriateness of the use of the 99.9th
percentile in calculating the threshold
of concern for the particular risk
assessment in question or question its
use generally.

It is important to note here that the
above position refers to the 99.9th
percentile of exposure and not
consumption. The 99.9th percentile of
exposure represents the joining of each
individual’s consumption data set with
randomly selected residue values from
the residue data set. The consumption
values associated with the 99.9th
percentile of exposure do not
necessarily represent the 99.9th
percentile of consumption since it is
both the selected consumption value
and residue concentration which is
responsible for determining exposure.

At this time, OPP’s current policy is
used only with daily exposures to a
single chemical through the food
pathway only. Estimates of exposure
through drinking water and residential
uses are not sufficiently developed to
warrant inclusion in a probabilistic
assessment. Establishing the threshold
of concern for the food pathway using
the 99.9th percentile of exposure is
considered to be a ‘‘first step’’ toward
regulation of exposures on an aggregate,
and then cumulative, basis.

OPP recognizes that different types of
risk assessments will generally be
needed for aggregate and cumulative
evaluations and that these assessments
might also be associated with different
regulatory thresholds. Although OPP is
moving toward regulating on the basis
of probabilistic aggregate and
cumulative exposure assessments, a
decision has not yet been made
regarding how the appropriate threshold
of concern should be calculated for
these types of assessments. When
exposures through drinking water and
residential uses are sufficiently refined
to be incorporated into probabilistic
evaluations, they will be aggregated and
assessed, and may use a different
population percentile.

Section I of this provides an overview
of OPP’s present practice for acute
dietary risk assessment for residues in

food. It describes the statutory,
regulatory, and policy framework for
this policy, as well as prior reviews and
comments. In addition, this section
provides background information on
dietary risk assessment in general and
explains how the previous system
(DRES—Dietary Risk Evaluation
System) and the current system
(DEEM—Dietary Exposure Evaluation
Model) work, as well as what input data
sources are used and how.

Section II addresses some of the
specific issues and concerns raised
about using exposures at the estimated
99.9th percentile in calculating the
threshold of concern. One issue is
whether the nature of the data bases
available (i.e., robustness, adequacy,
etc.) should preclude the use of the
estimated 99.9th percentile for
regulatory purposes since some consider
the uncertainties associated with this
population percentile to be too great.
Examples of data used are USDA’s food
consumption survey data, registrant
crop field trials, USDA Pesticide Data
Program (PDP) data, FDA monitoring
data, market basket surveys, etc. Other
issues include the treatment of data
‘‘outliers,’’ representativeness and
adequacy of the data bases, and the
impact of Agency default values on
exposure estimates. Concerns, therefore,
exist about whether the estimates of the
99.9th percentile of exposure are
sufficiently representative of actual
exposure to be meaningful. This science
policy document summarizes these
concerns and how OPP has addressed
them.

Section III addresses the issue of
protectiveness of the estimated 99.9th
percentile of exposure with respect to
the general public health. One view is
that using the estimated 99.9th
percentile of exposure is insufficiently
conservative because very large
numbers of people could be exposed
every day to pesticide intakes which are
estimated to exceed the Agency’s ‘‘level
of concern.’’ This section also explores
the contrary view that the policy is over-
protective because of the conservative
assumptions used in the estimation
methods and the retention of potentially
unrepresentative values in the data base.
The section discusses as well the view
that, whether it over-estimates or under-
estimates actual exposure, the estimated
99.9th percentile of exposure is simply
too uncertain to be used in risk
management decisions.

Section III also explains that OPP
weighs a number of factors in
considering which percentile to use:
The size of the exposed population and
the proportion that might receive daily
doses above the benchmark of safety,
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the aPAD; the level of confidence OPP
has in its exposure estimates; and the
extent to which such estimates may
overstate potential exposure because
they incorporate conservative
assumptions or rely on atypical and
unrealistic data. Further, to the extent
understood, OPP considers by how
much individual exposures would be
estimated to exceed the aPAD.

Section IV briefly addresses the issues
associated with exploratory analysis
conducted by OPP with the DEEM
software and the 99.9th percentile issue.
Further details and specifics of this
analysis are provided in the associated
response to public comments.

Section V provides a list of the
documents referenced in this science
policy document.

The Appendix, entitled ‘‘Primer on
Interpretation of Exposure Distribution
Curves,’’ is a ‘‘plain English’’ guide to
Monte Carlo analysis and interpretation
of its results.

IV. Issues Raised in Comments
EPA published a draft version of the

document described in Unit III. under
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION on April 7,
1999 (64 FR 16962) and comments were
filed in docket control number OPP–
00593. The public comment period
ended on June 7, 1999. The Agency
received comments from numerous
different organizations. All comments
were considered by the Agency in
revising the document.

Many of the comments were similar
in content, and pertained to general
issues concerning the proposed policy
or specific sections within the draft
document. The comments addressed a
broad range of issues and, in many
instances, provided no general
consensus. The Agency grouped the
comments according to the nature of the
comment and the issue or section of the
document which they addressed. For
the substantive comments that follow,
contrasting opinions are presented,
along with EPA’s response. The full text
of the Agency’s response to the
comments is available as described in
Units I.B.1. and I.B.2. under
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION.

V. Policies Not Rules
The revised science policy document

discussed in this notice is intended to
provide guidance to EPA personnel and
decision-makers, and to the public. As
a guidance document and not a rule, the
policy in this guidance is not binding on
either EPA or any outside parties.
Although this guidance provides a
starting point for EPA risk assessments,
EPA will depart from its policy where
the facts or circumstances warrant. In

such cases, EPA will explain why a
different course was taken. Similarly,
outside parties remain free to assert that
a policy is not appropriate for a specific
pesticide or that the circumstances
surrounding a specific risk assessment
demonstrate that a policy should be
abandoned.

List of Subjects
Environmental protection,

Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests.

Dated: March 16, 2000
Susan H. Wayland,
Acting Assistant Administrator for
Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances.
[FR Doc. 00–7126 Filed 3–21–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–F

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

Agency Information Collection
Activities: Proposed Collection;
Comment Request

AGENCY: Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation (FDIC).
ACTION: Notice and request for comment.

SUMMARY: The FDIC, as part of its
continuing effort to reduce paperwork
and respondent burden, invites the
general public and other Federal
agencies to take this opportunity to
comment on proposed and/or
continuing information collections, as
required by the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. chapter 35).
Currently, the FDIC is soliciting
comments concerning the following
collections of information titled: (1) Fair
Housing Lending Monitoring System;
(2) Application for Federal Deposit
Insurance; (3) Foreign Banks and (4)
Foreign Branch Report of Condition.
DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before May 22, 2000.
ADDRESSES: Interested parties are
invited to submit written comments to
Tamara R. Manly, Management Analyst
(Regulatory Analysis), (202) 898–7453,
Office of the Executive Secretary, Room
F–4058, Attention: Comments/OES,
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
550 17th Street N.W., Washington, D.C.
20429. All comments should refer to the
OMB control number. Comments may
be hand-delivered to the guard station at
the rear of the 17th Street Building
(located on F Street), on business days
between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m. [FAX number
(202) 898–3838; Internet address:
comments @ fdic.gov].

A copy of the comments may also be
submitted to the OMB desk officer for

the FDIC: Alexander Hunt, Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget, New
Executive Office Building, Room 3208,
Washington, D.C. 20503.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tamara R. Manly, at the address
identified above.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Proposal
to Renew the Following Currently
Approved Collections of Information

1. Title: Fair Housing Lending
Monitoring System.

OMB Number: 3064–0046.
Frequency of Response: Annually.
Affected Public: Insured state

nonmember banks.
Estimated Number of Respondents:

2,000.
Estimated Number of Loan

Applications: 1,000,000.
Estimated Time per Response: 5

minutes.
Estimated Total Annual Burden:

83,333 hours.
General Description of Collection: In

order to permit the FDIC to detect
discrimination in residential mortgage
lending, certain insured state
nonmember banks are required by FDIC
regulation 12 CFR 338 to maintain
various data on home loan applicants.

2. Title: Application for Federal
Deposit Insurance.

OMB Number: 3064–0001.
Form Number: 6200/05.
Frequency of Response: On occasion.
Affected Public: All financial

institutions.
Estimated Number of Respondents:

200.
Estimated Time per Response: 250

hours.
Estimated Total Annual Burden:

50,000 hours.
General Description of Collection: The

Federal Deposit Insurance Act requires
a proposed bank or savings institution
to apply to the FDIC in order to obtain
federal deposit insurance. The form
provides the information necessary for
the FDIC to make a determination.

3. Title: Foreign Banks.
OMB Number: 3064–0114.
Frequency of Response: On occasion.
Affected Public: Insured branches of

foreign banks in the United States.
Estimated Number of Respondents:

418.
Estimated Time per Response: ranges

from 1⁄4 hour to 120 hours.
Estimated Total Annual Burden:

4,398 hours.
General Description of Collection: The

collection of information consists of (a)
applications to operate as a noninsured
state-licensed branch of a foreign bank;
(b) applications from an insured state-
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